radically revised the text of Hartel and reversed the latter's overriding belief in the accuracy of the single most ancient manuscript of Cyprian.
Consequently
Brandt's establishment of the Lactantian versions of scripture in the DII stands in need of its own revision. Yet even though Brandt's edition of the DI tends to overemphasise the congruities between Lactantius' biblical text and that of Cyprian it is still patently clear that the Lactantian versions, more often than not, represent significant differences in detail. So even where there is a clear parallel of the scriptural usage of the Ad Quirinum, the extent of the divergences give rise to questions over Lactantius' real source for the citation. It is perhaps impossible ever to establish which biblical version Lactantius was using, and most of the difficulties lie in the area of deciding whether the variants of citation represent an entirely different source, or whether they can be attributed to the free manner in which Lactantius treats all his textual authorities. The problem is further complicated in the fact that there appears to have been no consistent archetype of Cyprian's Ad Quirinum, and no uniform text of the pre-Vulgate Latin Bible;' and the Lactantian manuscripts themselves propose successive modifications of what Lactantius wrote.
It is clear enough that Lactantius certainly did use the Ad Quirinum as a scripture manual, but perhaps not in so dependent a manner as previous commentators have presumed. Cyprian presents his selected quotations under theological headings which Lactantius, in his book of christology, uses as a guide in his presentation of the life of Jesus.5 R. M. Ogilvie comments on the great majority of scriptual citations in Lactantius that have a ready parallel in Cyprian's Ad Quirinum,l and continues: "there are detailed textual similarities in a number of the quotations which point to some mutual interdepence."' While Ogilvie's analysis is the only study of the problem available in English, and has the added advantage of being aware of Wlosok's study,8 it unfortunately relies wholly on the scriptural index of Brandt's text in the CSEL series. This is not only incomplete as it stands, but it omits the important evidence of scriptural allusions in the DI and thus falsifies the whole picture of Lactantius' scriptural knowledge. The result is that an otherwise excellent work is marred by its sources. Ogilvie concludes, for example, that there are a total of 73 scripture passages in Book 4 of the DI, 19 of which have no parallel in Cyprian.1 Of these 73 passages three are Gospel references,'" and if we except these we thus have, on
Ogilvie's reckoning, 70 OT passages, 17 of which have no Cyprianic authority. The present author has completely revised Brandt's scriptural index, however, to re-assess the biblical awareness of Lactantius and to include not only his direct citations but also the many textual allusions he makes to biblical logia." The revised index'2 now shows a total of 99 OT references in the DI, 44 of which" have not come from Cyprian.' ion regard to Bk 4, one may detect 85 OT passages, 32 of which are independent of Cyprian.
This changes the picture somewhat and shows, among other things which shall be discussed subsequently, that when Lactantius is alluding to the OT rather than offering a direct quotation, his source of knowledge is wholly independent of the Ad Quirinum. In addition to the 99 OT allusions and citations," the revised index shows no less than 81 references to the Gospels and NT Epistles; all except two of these' 3 being paraphrastic allusions rather than quotations. This NT material falls into one of two categories; the references are either aimed at his Christian audience without being meant to be recognised by the pagan literati, or else they appear in the section on the life of Jesus in Bk. 4, and paraphrastically supply the narrative of the events of the ministry. Of these 79 passages, the vast majority have no parallel in either Cyprian or the known patristic sources of the DI. 16 All Lactantius' references to Hebrews, for example, 17 are clearly independent of the Ad Quirinum which does not reproduce a single text from that source. So whereas Lactantius appears to have used Cyprian as the single most complete source for his collection of OT proof texts, he still manifests a notable independence from Cyprian in many aspects of his OT scholarship, and even more so in his awareness of the NT. Even in those passages from the OT which parallel Cyprian, Lactantius' version of the text frequently departs from that of the Ad Quirinum, as the following examples of a few of the verb forms will illustrate:
Nor can these textual changes be simply ascribed to Lactantius' desire to improve on the quality of the Latin version he is reading, for example Nos. 5-6 above show that the Lactantian forms are less classical than those of his rhetorical colleague Cyprian. Here we have a strong suggestion that an entirely different textual tradition was influencing Lactantius' thought. Where the LXX itself represents two distinct texttraditions for the same Old Testament passage, Lactantius presents an entirely different version to that followed by Cyprian.'9 All of which demonstrates that Brandt's thesis, that Lactantius gains all his scriptural expertise second-hand from Cyprian, is not tenable, and his independent knowledge of scripture far more extensive than previously thought. It also clearly demonstrates, in R. M. Ogilvie's words, "that Lactantius cannot have drawn his material from the Ad Quirinum in its present state." 20
The origin of these Old Testament passages in the DI which have no parallel in Cyprian have long been the source of speculation, beginning with R. Pichon 2' and continuing up to the most recent study by A. Wlosok 22 which has been widely accepted in other recent Lactantian studies"
as showing that Lactantius used some form of Gnosticinfluenced scripture manual to provide his extra references; though this latter argument has tended to be over-inflated by the author to infer that Lactantius' theology (especially his view of revelation as sapientia religiosa) owes more to the pagan religious currents of his time than to orthodox Christianity."' Commentators have claimed to recognise signs of this supposedly Gnostic sourcebook in his use of the Praedicatio Petri et Pauli, his use of the Theodotion tradition of the LXX, for example, or his employment of the Odes of Solomon. 25 Lactantius' citation of the Praedicatio, however, can in no way be identified with the apocryphal Kerygma Petrou.26 Even if it could, the quotation in Lactantius has not the slightest 'gnostic' element about it. On top of this, the Kerygma Petrou itself is only transformed into a Gnostic-type source by the flimiest of evidence. Wlosok does so by seeing Lactantius' non-Cyprianic source as a Gnostic, anti-Judaic type of treatise (hence the Kerygma Petrou can be included in so far as it was an anti-Jewish polemic) and R. M. Ogilvie, following Wlosok, seems to wish to drag Gnosticism in at all costs, and overstates the argument: "Origen and Clement of Alexandria were among the Fathers who used its material most extensively, but its tendency is clear from the fact that Heracleon, a Gnostic at Rome in the mid-third century, availed himself of it (Origen, Com. In loann)." 27
The Gnostics used John's Gospel, but that is not sufficient argument to conclude John was Gnostic. On the basis of such evidence a supposedly 'Gnostic treatise' theory is compromised. Lactantius' use of the Theodotion LXX tradition for his citation of Daniel 7.1328 is taken as another sign of his 'Gnostic' source. All it shows is that Lactantius is aware of the LXX tradition that was circulating in the East and had been used by Origen. To link Lactantius in any way with the Gnostic movement through this citation '9 (again one which has nothing at all theologically 'Gnostic' about it, per se) is specious reasoning. A. Wlosok3° elevates the citation of the Odes of Solomon, 19," and a possible allusion to Ode 15.1-6,32 into a significant theological influence on Lactantius' doctrine of redemption, and this too appears an alarming inference to make from the available evidence.3' If the Odes are theologically significant for Lactantius in any real way, then they would stand out markedly as the only source he ever employs, even including canonical pericopes, that is individually important for him in this manner. So, too, the inference that the use of a supposedly 'Gnostic-Judaic' scripture source in the DI gives evidence of his own theological bias is equally unfounded. First of all, in his use of source material Lactantius shows himself singularly uninterested in the surrounding context of the citation he employs.34 Secondly all the evidence for the Gnostic character of his non-Cyprianic source is highly controvertible, and thirdly, the use of a source whatever its theological bias, has no relevance whatsoever per se; what is important is how the citation is used and to what end in the user's theological argument. In his exposition of a doctrine of relevation throughout the DI, Lactantius is certainly not a 'Gnostic' in his theology of revelation or salvation. 35 These examples indicate why the issue of his non-Cyprianic scriptual sources needs to be raised again and re-assessed. The first question that should arise in this regard is whether any of Lactantius' patristic sources could supply the exegetical passages which Lactantius does not owe to The first is an apocryphal quotation which Justin cites as canonical, with the complaint that the Jews have suppressed it. The text is only found in patristic literature in these two places, in Justin and Lactantius. Lactantius quotes it without comment, as if it were a canonical authority. In the second passage Justin simply offers the Jeremiah text, "let us send wood into his bread", without any exegesis, immediately after his presentation of the Esdras' text, as another example of Jewish censorial interference in scriptural tradition. He applies both texts to demonstrate "that the Jews deliberated about Christ, to put him to death". Lactantius presents the Jeremian text, however, with a typological commentary on the cross and the eucharist implicity relating it to Jn. 6.26f. It appears in a very long catena of texts, none of the others appearing in Justin, which demonstrates the necessity of the crucifixion of Jesus. In the third passage Lactantius reproduces the Jeremian text (found in Justin) again as one of a long catena of texts (none of the others appearing in Justin) to demonstrate the point that a new convenant has been established in Christ. There is a slight indication that he has a direct knowledge of Justin's text here in that the paragraph of Justin immediately following the Jeremian citation (where Christ himself is called the new law) is possibly echoed at And in the fourth passage Lactantius reproduces the same psalm text as Justin (with the Lord one day is a thousand years) to argue for the same theological conception -that there will be a millenial apocalyptic reign. The citation is the same, the theological context is very similar but the Lactantian treatment of the seven millenia of creation is extended independently of Justin's eschatology and it is clear from Book 7 of the DI that Lactantius has many varied sources for his own scheme. In short, then, the non-cyprianic texts which also appear in Justin, might well represent Lactantius' apologetic source the Dialogue with Trypho, but if so, it is a source on which Lactantius has elaborated independently. On the other hand Lactantius could have used an otherwise unknown apology which in turn had employed material from Justin Martyr. 40 Whatever the case, Justin is not sufficient to explain the source of the forty other passages which would still have to be accounted for. If all these forty-four non-Cyprianic passages (both quotations and scriptural allusions" are listed, certain groupingS41 of texts appear to emerge. The table shows that the material is only significant in Books 4, 5 and 7. The three opening books of the DI have been concerned with his negative apology against the mythologists and rationalists which explains why Lactantius has not wished to employ scriptural testimony in any significant way at all. The two references listed before Book 4 consist only of the most general allusions to the scriptures.°9 When Lactantius arrives at Book 4, however, he changes his apologetic method5° and begins a positive Christian catechesis in which the scriptural testimony is to play a considerable role in structuring the christology. then, demands any kind of reference to a written source to explain its appearance in the DI. This is not so, however, with the remaining twenty seven passages, all of which are direct scriptural quotations. The problem of the non-Cyprianic scriptural source relates immediately to these twenty-seven instances which in turn resolve to twenty-five texts."
Of the twenty-five, four have a relationship with Justin's Dialogue with Trypho,s' but the remaining twenty-one have no parallels elsewhere in Lactantius' known patristic reading, other than those that can be explained by random overlapping.55
The non-Cyprianic list shows quite clearly that there are text groupings among the twenty five non-Cyprianic texts, which argues most strongly that here in the DI Lactantius has taken over scriptural catenae to support his argument.
Six of these groups of catenae are quite visible in the Thus a clear majority of the non-Cyprianic citations" appear within this form of scriptural catenae. Lactantius therefore seems to be reproducing sequences of scriptural material to disrupt and revise the catena-sequences arranged by Cyprian in the Ad Quirinum. From reference to the OT scripture index,5' where the biblical passages are grouped according to their appearance in the text of the DI, it is possible to see how Lactantius reconstructs scriptural catenae of proof texts by intermingling the Cyprianic and non-Cyprianic testimonia.58
Our table in the Appendix shows that Lactantius is using the Cyprianic testimonia as his more extensive source and therefore, in all likelihood, as his basic source of scriptural proofs into which he has inserted extra material in order to present expanded scriptural demonstrations ; but it also demonstrates that Lactantius has not slavishly followed the theological structure which determined Cyprian's scriptural groupings. Column I, for example, gives relatively few cases of Lactantius' textual progression following that of Cyprian, S9 and in the majority of these cases the scriptural catenae rarely exceed two adjacent texts. This suggests that both in regard to Cyprian's Ad Quirinum and the source which provided the non-Cyprianic testimonia, Lactantius applies a considerable amount of editorial re-arrangement to make the final scheme of the catenae of proofs very much his own. If one also brings into count the extent to which Lactantius introduces frequent allusions to the Gospels and New Testament Epistles to Book 4, then the scope and extent of his personal redaction of sources is greatly increased."
The three major catenae of scriptural texts (A, B and C)6l which Lactantius has gained from his non-Cyprianic source are grouped respectively in chapters 12, 16 and 18 of the fourth book of the DI.
Chapter 12 is concerned with the virginal birth of Christ 62 and his ascension and exaltation 61 all interpreted as Christ's mission to reveal "the sacred mystery of the only true God" 64 He has a potential source of proof texts on these subjects in Cyprian, but prefers to use an extraneous source here. And so, of the nine proof texts he offers, only three are taken from the Ad Quirinum 65 and these appear to be random- This theme of anti-Jewish polemic runs consistently throughout most of the non-Cyprianic proof texts Lactantius uses and suggests that he is reflecting here his dependence on some other collection of canonical and non-canonical Testimonia, probably some kind of 'Adversus Judaeos' that was circulating in the Eastern Church.78 The use of this Eastern source in the composition of Book 4 is used as evidence by R. M.
Ogilvie 79 to support the thesis that Lactantius wrote this part of the DI in Nicomedia, and to counter the argument of V. Loi 80 that it was assembled when Lactantius had reached the safety of Gaul. The use of this source cannot, however, be used as reliable evidence in this debate since it is not feasible to presume any professional rhetor would ever move house, whether from Cirta to Nicomedia, or more to the point, from Nicomedia to Trier, without taking his books along with him in the ubiquitous ox-cart. One can legitimately conclude that Lactantius used such a handbook of testimonies devoted to anti-Jewish propaganda, even that he had assimilated far more material of this nature than he was prepared to insert into the text of his DI (after all here Lactantius was adressing the Roman mind, not the Jewish), because he even announces his intention to compose his own treatise Adversus Judaeos at a later date.8l But the evidence that is adduced by Wlosok (and R. M. Ogilvie following her) to describe this source as 'Gnostic-anti-Jewish' seems to go beyond its scope and is ultimately reducible to A. Wlosok's initial pre-supposition that Lactantius' conception of God, and revelation, came to him from a supposedly Hermetic religious background "before his conversion". I myself find no evidence to support the thesis of a 'conversion', and regard the notion as one of the many myths that still afflict Lactantian studies, and would argue along with J. Stevenson8z that his Christian activity must have begun in Africa long before his journey to Asia Minor. In addition if one impartially analyses his doctrine of Revelation, it is clear that it is perfectly orthodox and none of the defining themes of Gnosticism-proper can be traced in it. 83 With regard to Lactantius' use of Hermetic literature, one may similarly observe that although he uses it quite pervasively, it is by no means as extensive as his scriptural material, is introduced on apologetic motives not theological, and is quite definitely subordinated as a testimony to the scriptures themselves.8' The evidence of 'Gnosticism' in the non-Cyprianic source is far from convincing," but even if it were allowed, the conclusion that Wlosok suggests (that this is thereby a sign of Gnostic elements in Lac-tantius' thought) is an invalid inference given the available evidence from the sources, and certainly invalid in the light of what Lactantius himself has to say about Revelation.
The manner in which Lactantius has interrupted the scriptural catenae of both Cyprian, and his anti-Jewish source,86 introducing elements from one and the other, suggests that (as is the case with all his patristic sources) the theological direction and argument are rarely taken over from the texts he employs, but that he regards them as mines from which he can quarry material that will re-inforce his own argument, on his own terms. 
